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ABSTRACT 
This paper sets out to explore the link between the style of leadership adopted by managers and the 
job satisfaction of their subordinates. Data were collected from 220 respondents (110 line employees 
and 110 managers). The findings indicated significant differences in job satisfaction based on the 
employees’ demographic characteristics. It was also found that the most prevalent style was 
democratic, but that once again style varied according to the managers’ demographic profile. While it 
is not possible from the data to claim a direct relationship between leadership style and job 
satisfaction, but neither is the data able to refute that assertion.  
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
Introduction 
 
Through their education, training, and experience, managers develop their personal leadership style 
(Hersey et al., 2001). This leadership style is a fundamental concern of managers and researchers 
(Wood, 1994) due to its effect on subordinates who, it is suggested, work more effectively and 
productively when their managers adopt a specific leadership style (Mullins, 1998). If managers adopt 
their subordinates’ preferred style giving employees the respect and fair treatment they deserve, then  
this is seen to lead to job satisfaction, which in will affect the functioning of the organisation (Spector, 
1997). Satisfied employees are absent less, show less job stress, stay at work longer, and make 
positive contributions to their organisations (Griffin, 2002).  
Organisations in the hospitality industry are under constant pressure to meet change, develop their 
structures, and improve performance (Erkutlu and Chafra, 2006). It has been suggested that 
hospitality organisations need to employ effective leadership to improve guest services and employee 
job satisfaction (Woods and King, 2002).  Managers in the hospitality industry can improve employee 
job satisfaction (Purcell et al., 2003; Mullins, 1998) using their leadership style to motivate employees 
and to achieve organisational goals (Kavanaugh and Ninemeier, 2001) However, Wood (1994) argues 
that an autocratic leadership style is deeply rooted in the hospitality industry, due to the 
unpredictability of demand. Whether this helps or hinders performance is unclear as research into 
leadership style in the hospitality industry has been somewhat ignored (Erkutlu and Chafra, 2006). 
Leadership styles 
Bass (1990) defined leadership as a process of interaction among individuals and groups that includes 
a structured or restructured situation, members’ expectations and perceptions.  Leadership can be 
explained as the ability of an individual to have power that focuses on how to establish directions by 
adapting forces (Go et al., 1996). From an organisational perspective, Schermerhorn (1999) believed 
that leading is a process used to motivate and to influence others to work hard in order to realize and 
support organisational goals, while Hersey et al. (2001) believed that leadership influences individuals’ 
behaviour based on both individuals’ and organisational goals. Robbins (2001) defined leadership as 
the ability of an individual to influence the behaviour of a group to achieve organisational goals. It is 
possible to conclude from these discussions that leadership is a group of phenomena, whereby 
leaders are distinctive from their followers, and can influence individuals’ activities to achieve set goals 
in their organisations. 
Leadership style is defined as the pattern of behaviours that leaders display during their work with and 
through others (Hersey and Blanchard, 1993). Miller et al. (2002) view leadership style as the pattern 
of interactions between leaders and subordinates. It includes controlling, directing, indeed all 
techniques and methods used by leaders to motivate subordinates to follow their instructions.  
According to Kavanaugh and Ninemeier (2001), there are three factors that determine the type of 
leadership style: leaders’ characteristics, subordinates’ characteristics and the organisation 
environment. More specifically, the personal background of leaders such as personality, knowledge, 
values, and experiences shapes their feelings about appropriate leadership that determine their 
specific leadership style; employees also have different personalities, backgrounds, expectations and 
experiences, for example, employees who are more knowledgeable and experienced may work well 
under a democratic leadership style, while employees with different experiences and expectations 
require a autocratic leadership style. Some factors in the organisation environment such as 
organisational climate, organisation values, composition of work group and type of work can also 
influence leadership style. However, leaders can adapt their leadership style to the perceived 
preferences of their subordinates (Wood, 1994).   
Leadership styles can be classified according to the leaders’ power and behaviour as autocratic, 
democratic, and laissez-faire, where styles are distinguished by the influence leaders have on 
subordinates (Mullins, 1998; Rollinson, 2005). More specifically, power has been considered as: the 
potential of a process to influence people (Hersey et al., 2001); a part of the influence process at the 
core of leadership (Northouse, 2004); and the rights that allow individuals to take decisions about 
specific matters (Rollinson, 2005). The influence of leadership will differ according to the type of power 
used by a leader over their subordinates (Mullins, 1998). Hence, leaders will be more effective when 
they know and understand the appropriate usage of power (Hersey et al., 2001). According to 
Kavanaugh and Ninemeier (2001) an autocratic style is embedded in leaders who have full 
organisational power and authority for decision making without sharing it with their subordinates, while 
a democratic style implies that leaders share their authority of decision making with employees and 
delegate, and finally a laissez-faire or free-rein style exists where leaders give their employees most of 
the authority over decision making.  
Centralised organisations seem to favour an autocratic style, while decentralised organisations seem 
to prefer a democratic style (Woods and King, 2002), and organisational culture can therefore be 
strongly influenced by national culture which may determine the prevalent leadership style (Rollinson, 
2005). However, in Jordan, the style of leadership appears inconsistent. For example, Al-Hajjeh (1984) 
assumed that Middle Eastern managers encouraged autocratic leadership, as they had a negative 
impression about the ability of subordinates to carry out instructions. In support, Jar-Allah (2000) 
indicated that autocratic leadership was the most common style in industrial organisations in Jordan. 
In contrast, Yousef (1998) assumed that a consultative style prevailed in non-Western countries 
particularly in Arab countries, and indeed found (Yousef, 2000) that participative or consultative 
leadership behaviour, as perceived by employees, was prevalent in Arab countries.   
 
According to Wood (1994) management in the hospitality industry is characterised as a ‘being there’ 
style which provides stress, intervention, and control of operations and interactions between members 
at all levels in the organisation. Mullins (1998) also suggests that a ‘being there’ or ‘hands-on’ 
leadership style is considered as prevalent in the hospitality industry. The argument is that this style 
could be more effective than other styles to obtain employees’ job satisfaction, since the managers 
work all the time with their employees and therefore show more concern for employees’ problems at 
work. He further suggests that adopting a participative leadership style would be difficult. This does not 
mean that the autocratic style is preferable, but it is claimed to be necessary in the hospitality industry 
(Wood, 1994). Indeed research by Okumus and Hemmington (1998) indicated that the prevalent 
leadership style in the hospitality industry was the autocratic leadership style. In Jordan, however, 
Nour (2004) found that the most common leadership style among managers in hotels was a 
democratic style based on power sharing.  
Job satisfaction 
Job satisfaction is defined by Locke (1976) as “a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from 
one’s job or job experiences” (p.1300). Later, Armstrong (2003) defined job satisfaction as the feelings 
and attitudes of people toward their job. He mentioned that if people have favourable and positive 
attitudes towards their job, this means job satisfaction, but if they have unfavourable and negative 
attitudes towards their job, this means job dissatisfaction.  
Spector (1997) stated that the antecedents of job satisfaction can be categorised into two groups. The 
first group includes the job environment itself and some factors related to the job. The second group 
includes individual factors related to the person, who will bring these factors to the job including 
previous experiences and personality. Often both groups of antecedents work together to influence job 
satisfaction. According to Mullins (1998), the level of job satisfaction is affected by social, personal, 
cultural, environmental, and organisational factors. Moreover, Armstrong (2003) suggested a 
classification into extrinsic factors, intrinsic factors, social relationships in work place, individuals’ 
abilities to do their work, and the quality of supervision.  
The content theories of motivation can be seen as more related to satisfaction than to motivation. For 
example, Herzberg’s theory is considered as a theory of job satisfaction related to motivation at work 
(Mullins, 1998).  The content theories suggest unsatisfied needs lead to an unstable situation and 
state of tension. Herzberg’s (1959) theory argued that hygiene factors include working conditions, 
interpersonal relations, supervision, job security, benefits, company policies and management, and 
salary. When the level of these factors is unacceptable for employees, job dissatisfaction occurs, but 
an acceptable level does not lead automatically to job satisfaction and but simply prevents 
dissatisfaction and poor performance. Motivating factors which included recognition, advancement, 
achievement, autonomy, work itself and responsibility lead to job satisfaction. The theory argues that 
satisfaction factors and dissatisfaction factors are distinct and separate. 
In the hospitality industry, hygiene factors appear more important than in some other industries 
because employees have low expectations of satisfying their higher level needs and so rely more on 
the hygiene factors (Mullins, 1998). In support, Chitiris (1988) found that employees in Greek hotels 
were more concerned with hygiene factors than motivating factors. Lam et al. (2001) indicated that 
almost all employees in Chinese restaurants were satisfied with their jobs. Furthermore, Hancer and 
George (2003) found that a high level of job satisfaction among employees in a regional restaurant 
chain was moderately supported.  They also found that the highest level of job satisfaction was 
achieved by intrinsic factors, while the lowest level was achieved by extrinsic factors.  
Leadership style and employee job satisfaction: 
The importance of leadership was first researched in the 1920s with studies using surveys reporting 
that favourable attitudes toward supervision helped to achieve employee job satisfaction (Bass, 1990). 
Several studies were conducted during the 1950s and 1960s to investigate how managers could use 
their leadership behaviours to increase employees’ level of job satisfaction (Northouse, 2004) These 
studies confirmed the significance of leadership in making differences in employees’ job satisfaction 
(Bass, 1990). Furthermore, Yousef (2000) showed that leadership behaviour was positively related to 
job satisfaction and therefore managers needed to adopt appropriate leadership behaviour in order to 
improve it. Leadership style affects a range of factors such as job satisfaction, performance, turnover 
intention, and stress (Chen and Silverthorne, 2005) and so contribute to organisational success (Rad 
and Yarmohammadian, 2006). Yousef (2000) argued that theories developed and tested in Western 
organisations are still valid for non-Western countries. Hence, the significant impact of leadership style 
on job satisfaction does not differ between west and east and can be considered an important factor in 
the success or failure of any organisation (Lok and Crawford, 2004). 
Specifically, it is suggested that the autocratic leadership leads to lower levels of job satisfaction, while 
democratic leadership leads to higher level of job satisfaction. The level of job satisfaction under 
laissez-faire leadership is also less than under democratic leadership (Bass, 1990). Savery (1994) 
found that democratic leadership style related positively to employees’ job satisfaction and 
commitment in federal organisations in Western Australian, while in contrast, Rad and 
Yarmohammadian (2006) found no relationship between leadership behaviours and employee job 
satisfaction in Isfahan University Hospitals in Iran, where a participative leadership style was 
prevalent. Furthermore, Erkutlu and Chafra (2006) found that laissez-faire leadership style in a 
boutique hotel led to negative results in organisational performance such as low satisfaction, high 
stress, and low commitment by followers. 
The purpose of this study then emerges as the need to identify the prevalent leadership styles in a 
sample of hotels in Jordan and to measure the employee job satisfaction in these same hotels, with a 
view to exploring the relationship between leadership style and job satisfaction. 
 
DATA COLLECTION  
The target population contains all employees who work at six Jordanian resort hotels around the Dead 
Sea and in Petra, since most Jordanian resorts are located in these locations. A purposive sampling 
was used to obtain only four-star and five-star resorts to meet the purpose of this study. The 
population was divided into two subgroups: line employees, and managers and supervisors. This 
study used two instruments to collect data from two matched sampling frames in Jordanian resort 
hotels. The researchers used a job satisfaction instrument for line employees, and a leadership style 
instrument for managers. The job satisfaction questionnaire contained 36 statements based on job 
facets adapted from the job satisfaction survey (JSS) developed by Spector (1985). The content of 
these statements was modified slightly by the researchers to make them more appropriate for 
participants. The job satisfaction instrument described nine job facets, measured by four statements 
each, namely: pay, promotion, supervision, fringe benefits, contingent rewards, operating conditions, 
co-workers, nature of work, and communication. The leadership style questionnaire was adapted from 
the leadership style survey developed by Clark (2002), originally consisting of 30 statements but 
modified by the researchers to contained 21 statements about the three leadership styles - autocratic, 
democratic, and laissez-faire - measured by seven statements each. A five-point Likert-type scale was 
used in both instruments, where (1) equals strongly disagree, and (5) equals strongly agree. The 
questionnaires were handed over to the HR managers who in turn distributed them amongst front line 
employees and their managers, and 360 questionnaires were distributed including 200 job satisfaction 
questionnaires and 160 leadership style questionnaires. One hundred and thirty job satisfaction 
questionnaires were returned of which 20 questionnaires were incomplete yielding an         n = 110 for 
a 61% response rate, and n = 110 leadership style questionnaires were returned completed for a 69% 
response rate. The usable surveys in this study were 220 questionnaires for data analysis.  
 
DATA ANALYSIS  
Internal consistency of the instruments:   
Internal consistency tests were conducted on both instruments. The results indicated an overall 
Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.86 for the leadership style instrument and 0.96 for the job satisfaction 
instrument. The subscales of the two instruments also show good reliability achieving scores above 
the accepted level of 0.6 (De Vellis, 1991). The details of these results are shown in Table 1.  
Table 1: Internal consistency of the instruments 
Variable  N Number of statements Cronbach’s Alpha 
Overall leadership style 110 21 .8618 
Autocratic style  110 7 .7576 
Democratic style 110 7 .7297 
Laissez –faire style  110 7 .6825 
Overall job satisfaction 110 36 .9623 
Pay 110 4 .7505 
Promotion  110 4 .8099 
Supervision 110 4 .7787 
Fringe benefits  110 4 .7069 
Contingent rewards 110 4 .6623 
Operating conditions  110 4 .8325 
Co-workers 110 4 .7675 
Nature of work  110 4 .8301 
Communication  110 4 .7578 
 
Demographic characteristics of the participants:  
The total number of line employees participating in this study was 110. Most participants (n=97) were 
males.  The majority of participants (n=85) were aged 35 years or less. Most participants (n=72) were 
degree holders. The highest number of participants (n=39) had 2-4 years of service.  Most participants 
(n=96) were staff employees. One hundred and ten managers participated in this study. One hundred 
were males.  Most participants (n=78) were aged between 26- 35 years. The majority of participants 
(n=96) were degree holders. The highest number of participants (n=40) had 2-4 years of service.  The 
majority of participants (62) were middle managers as shown in Table 2. 
Table 2: Demographic characteristics of the participating line employees & managers 
Variable  Line employees (110) Managers (110) 
Gender : Male 
       Female 
97 
13 
100 
10 
Age: 25 years or less 
 26-35 years 
 36-45 years 
 46-55 years 
48 
37 
23 
2 
2 
78 
27 
3 
56 years or more -     - 
Education : Degree holder 
            Non-degree holder 
82 
28 
96 
14 
Tenure: 1 year or less 
      2-4 years 
      5-7 years 
      8 years or more 
26 
39 
28 
17 
11 
40 
21 
38 
Organisational position : Staff 
Shift  leader 
First-line manager 
Middle manager 
Top manager 
96 
14 
 
 
36 
62 
   12 
 
Measuring employee job satisfaction:  
The mean scores for all facets of job satisfaction ranged from 3.16 to 3.53 as shown in Table 3, and 
this suggests that employees were moderately satisfied with their jobs and all its dimensions. In 
particular they reported the highest scores were for satisfaction with co-workers, fringe benefits, and 
operating conditions respectively, while the lowest scores were for satisfaction with communication 
and nature of work. Satisfaction with the nature of work also showed the highest variation along with 
operating conditions and communication.  
Table 3: Job satisfaction scores 
Dimension Mean Std. Deviation Min Max 
Overall job satisfaction 3.35 0.87 1.58 4.44 
Co-workers 3.54 0.99 1.25 5.00 
Fringe benefits 3.43 0.82 1.75 4.75 
Operating conditions 3.43 1.14 1.00 5.00 
Supervision 3.38 1.03 1.25 5.00 
Pay 3.32 1.00 1.25 4.75 
Contingent rewards 3.31 0.99 1.25 4.75 
Promotion 3.25 1.10 1.25 4.75 
Communication 3.16 1.03 1.00 5.00 
Nature of work 3.16 1.20 1.00 5.00 
 
Job satisfaction and demographic characteristics: 
T-test results indicate that there were significant differences in job satisfaction based on gender, 
education, and organisational position as shown below in Table 4. The results found that the overall 
satisfaction for females (4.12) was higher than that for males (3.25) In addition, female respondents 
showed higher means for each of the facets of job satisfaction. Therefore, females showed more job 
satisfaction than males. The overall mean for degree holders (3.7961) was significantly higher than the 
mean for non-degree holders (2.0417) as were each of the facets of job satisfaction. The overall mean 
for shift leaders (3.9286) was higher than the mean for staff (3.2650). However, looking at the job 
facets, there were no significant differences here in the dimensions of pay, contingent rewards, and 
operating conditions. Thus, shift leaders showed more job satisfaction than staff.   
 
Table 4: T-test for differences in job satisfaction by demographic profile 
Variable  N Mean Std. 
deviation 
T Sig. 
Male 97 3.2457 .87815 Gender  
Female 13 4.1239 .15028 
3.585 .001    
Degree holder 82 3.7961 .45294 Education 
Non-degree   holder 28 2.0417 .29060 
19.161 .0001 
Staff   96 3.2650 .90139 Organisational position   
Shift leader  14 3.9286 .21034 
2.733 .007 
 
The analysis using one-way ANOVA is shown in Table 5 and shows significant differences in job 
satisfaction related to age and tenure.  
 
Table 5 One-way ANOVA for differences in job satisfaction by demographic profiles 
 
Variable   Sum of Squares df Mean square F Sig. 
Between groups 14.317 3 4.772 
Within groups 68.825 106 .649 
Age  
Total 83.143 109  
7.350 .0001 
Between groups 20.908 3 6.969 
Within groups 62.235 106 .587 
Tenure 
Total 83.143 109  
11.870 .0001 
The results found that the overall mean for age group 36-45 (3.8587) was the highest mean, followed 
by the mean for age group 26-35 (3.4977), and the mean for age group 25 or less (2.9688) was the 
lowest mean in job satisfaction. The post-hoc test indicated that there were significant differences in 
means between age groups in job satisfaction: (25 or less and both 26-35, and 36-45), the highest 
difference being between the 25 or less and 36-45 and the lowest between 25 or less and 26-35. At 
the job facets level, the 26-35 group showed higher satisfaction than the 25 or less group on five 
facets, namely pay, supervision, operating conditions, co-workers, and nature of work. The 36-45 
group showed higher satisfaction on all facets of job satisfaction.  
 
Looking at length of service, the overall satisfaction for employees with 8 or more years of service 
(3.9265) was the highest, followed by employees with 5-7 years (3.8036), then 2-4 years (3.1339), and 
finally employees with one year or less (2.8066) had the lowest job satisfaction.  The results indicated 
that employees with 8 years or more of service had the highest means in all dimensions of satisfaction 
except pay, promotion, and operating conditions, where employees with 5-7 years of service had the 
highest means. Employees with one year or less service had the lowest means in all dimensions of 
satisfaction. The, post-hoc test reported significant differences in job satisfaction between tenure 
groups: 1 year or less from both 5-7 years, and 8 or more years; 2-4 years from both 5-7 years, and 8 
or more years. The highest difference was between 8 or more years and 1 year or less and the lowest 
was between 5-7 years and 2-4 years. In addition, the results found that employees with 5-7 years of 
service had higher job satisfaction than those with one year or less on all dimensions of satisfaction 
except contingent rewards. Employees with 8 years or more of service showed more job satisfaction 
than those with one year or less on all dimensions of satisfaction, while employees with 5-7 years of 
service were more satisfied than those with 2-4 years on four dimensions of satisfaction - promotion, 
supervision, conditions, and work. Finally, employees with 8 years or more of service had higher job 
satisfaction than those with 2-4 years on five dimensions of satisfaction - supervision, benefits, 
rewards, co-workers, and work. 
 
Measuring leadership style 
In the leadership style instrument, the participants indicated their preferences for three styles of 
leadership. The results in Table 6 show that the democratic style had the highest mean (3.82) 
reflecting a preference for this style among managers, followed by laissez-faire (3.65), and autocratic 
(3.38). However, these scores need careful interpretation as it is possible to score high on each 
dimension. Overall, the mean scores for all leadership styles were above 3 and very close, which 
suggests either that these managers do not necessarily have a clearly developed perception of their 
leadership style, or they are new managers and are still trying to find their preferred style (Clark, 
2002).  
Table 6: Leadership style scores 
Dimension Mean Std. Deviation Min Max 
Overall score 3.62 0.53 2.67 4.76 
Autocratic  3.38 0.67 2.00 5.00 
Democratic  3.82 0.60 2.71 4.86 
Laissez-faire  3.65 0.63 2.14 4.71 
 
Leadership style and demographic characteristics 
Given that the mid point of the scale used here is 3, any scores above 3 would indicate a positive 
attitude to this style while a score below 3 would indicate a negative attitude to the style.  T-test results 
show significant differences in leadership styles based on gender and education as in Table 7. The 
results show that the overall means for males in autocratic style was (3.46), in democratic style was 
(3.91), and in laissez-faire style was (3.73), and these were significantly higher than the means for 
females in these styles (2.57), (3.01), and (2.91) respectively, who showed a much less positive 
approach to all three styles. The overall mean for those holding degrees in autocratic style was (3.48), 
in democratic style was (3.91), and in laissez-faire style was (3.75), and they were significantly higher 
than the means for non-degree holders in these styles (2.67), (3.26), and (3.02) respectively.  
 
Table 7: T-test for differences in leadership style by demographic profiles 
Leadership style Variable  N Mean Std 
deviation 
T Sig. 
Male 100 3.4557 .63522 Autocratic  Gender 
Female 10 2.5714 .42592 
4.297 .0001 
Male 100 3.9057 .55911 Democratic  
Female 10 3.0143 .31190 
4.951 .0001 
Male 100 3.7271 .60271 Laissez-faire   
Female 10 2.9143 .36390 
4.179 .0001 
Degree holder 96 3.4777 .62797 Autocratic  Education 
Non-degree   holder 14 2.6735 .50563 
4.574 .0001 
Degree holder 96 3.9077 .56803 Democratic  
Non-degree   holder 14 3.2551 .49544 
4.075 .0001 
Degree holder 96 3.7455 .59616 Laissez-faire   
Non-degree   holder 14 3.0204 .47828 
4.346 .0001 
 
These differences by gender and education could simply be based on the preference for these styles 
of the two groups, but they could also be explained by perceived power differences between the two 
groups. Are female managers really opposed to adopting an autocratic style or do they feel they would 
not be able to use it?  
 
One-way ANOVA results show significant differences in autocratic style related to age, in all 
leadership styles based on tenure and organisational position as shown in Table 8. Looking first at 
age, the results show that the highest mean for the autocratic style was 3.9206 in the 36-45 age 
group, for the democratic style was 3.9524 in the same age group, but for the laissez-faire style was 
4.0 in the 46-55 age group. The 26-35 age group had the lowest means (3.1905, 3.7894, 3.5952 in 
autocratic, democratic, and laissez-faire styles respectively). Further Post-hoc test indicated that there 
were significant differences between age groups in the autocratic style only: (26-35, and 36-45). This 
suggests that the 36-45 age group had the highest preference for the autocratic style of any age group 
but still lower than their preference for the democratic style which was more evenly distributed across 
age groups. 
 
Turning to tenure, the means for managers with 8 years or more service were 3.6729 for autocratic, 
4.153 for democratic and 3.9211 for laissez faire, being the highest means of any group. The lowest 
mean for autocratic was for managers with 2-4 years of service (2.9393), and the lowest means in the 
democratic and laissez faire styles were managers with one year or less of service (3.4805), (3.4416) 
respectively. The pattern here is complex. Managers with one year or less service showed less 
preference for both democratic and laissez faire styles favouring the autocratic style. Managers with 2-
4 years service show a reduced preference for autocratic and a move to democratic and laissez faire. 
Managers with 5-7 years service are balanced across all three styles, while those with 8 years or more 
service show a strong preference for democratic and to a less extent laissez faire styles. This pattern 
is clearly supported by the post hoc analysis. 
 
Looking now at managerial level, again the result show a complex but interesting pattern. Top 
managers score the highest on all three styles – autocratic 3.9, democratic 4.1 and laissez faire 4.1. 
First line managers score the lowest on all three styles. Looking at the differences between groups 
through post hoc analysis, first line managers consistently show a lower score on all three styles 
compared to middle and top managers. Middle managers and top managers show no significant 
difference on all three styles. The suggestion here is that first line managers have not fully developed 
their managerial style preferences and are keeping their options open or that their position does not 
allow them to fully exploit the styles due to power differences. 
 
Table 8: One-way ANOVA for differences in leadership style by demographic profiles 
Leadership 
style  
Variable    Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
square 
F Sig. 
Between groups 10.756 3 3.585 
Within groups 37.932 106 .358 
Autocratic  
 
Age  
  
Total 48.688 109  
10.019 .000 
Between groups 12.146 3 4.049 
Within groups 36.542 106 .345 
Autocratic  
 
Tenure 
Total 48.688 109  
11.745 .0001 
Between groups 6.047 3 2.016 
Within groups 33.000 106 .311 
Democratic  
Total 39.047 109  
6.475 .0001 
Between groups 4.556 3 1.519 
Within groups 38.605 106 .364 
Laissez-faire   
Total 43.162 109  
4.170 .008 
Between groups 6.412 2 3.206 Autocratic  
 
Position 
  
Within groups 42.276 107 .395 
8.115 .001 
Total 48.688 109  
Between groups 11.741 2 5.870 
Within groups 27.307 107 .255 
Democratic  
Total 39.047 109  
23.003 .0001 
Between groups 8.894 2 4.447 
Within groups 34.268 107 .320 
Laissez-faire   
Total 43.162 109  
13.885 .0001 
 
Leadership style and job satisfaction 
Trying to establish a direct link between managerial style and job satisfaction is difficult. If it were 
possible to establish true paired data between individual managers and individual employees then a 
correlation could be tested. However, this was not possible in this research. Instead the argument was 
propounded that if differences in leadership styles could be established between different hotels in the 
sample and these differences were mirrored by differences in job satisfaction in the same hotels then 
this would establish an a priori case for a relationship.  
 
Therefore, a one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted to investigate any differences in leadership 
styles across the six resort hotels in the survey and at the same time any differences in job 
satisfaction. The results of this analysis were in some ways disappointing. The leadership styles 
showed no significant differences between any of the hotels on any of the styles. On a positive note 
this confirmed that there was a consistency of managerial style preferences across all the hotels. On 
job satisfaction, the hotels showed only one area of difference on satisfaction with promotion, but post 
hoc analysis failed to confirm this difference. Again then it can be suggested that all hotels showed 
consistent levels of job satisfaction on overall job satisfaction and across all job facets.  The 
researchers conclude based on these results that a relationship between leadership style and 
employee job satisfaction cannot be proved due to the lack of difference between the hotels. However, 
the lack of difference between the hotels on job satisfaction that could have been caused by other 
factors also suggests that the link cannot be discounted either.  
 
DISCUSSION 
In this study, employees’ demographic characteristics - age, gender, education, tenure and 
organisational position – have been shown to contribute to variations in job satisfaction among 
employees. These results are clearly aligned with previous studies (e.g., Hancer and George, 2003; 
Rad and Yarmohammadin, 2006) which found that employees’ job satisfaction was related to their 
demographic profiles, although surprisingly previous studies did not show a link to education. The 
study found that female employees tend to be more satisfied than males, and this is consistent with 
Hancer and George’s (2003) findings in restaurants, although it contradicts Rad and 
Yarmohammadian’s (2006) study in Iranian hospitals, and with Oshagbemi’s study  (2000) of 
university teachers. This could suggest that the hospitality context has factors which female 
employees might find more favourable. In this study, older employees showed more job satisfaction 
than younger employees. These findings are consistent with previous studies (e.g. Oshagbemi, 1999; 
Hancer and George, 2003; Rad and Yarmohammadin, 2006) which also found that job satisfaction 
had a relationship with age.  But these findings contradict with other studies (e.g. Oshagbemi, 2003; 
Sarker et al., 2003) which suggested that there was no age effect on job satisfaction. This study also 
uncovered that employees with degrees reported higher levels of job satisfaction than employees who 
did not hold degrees. These findings are in contrast to previous studies (e.g. Hancer and George, 
2003; Rad and Yarmohammadin, 2006) which did not find such a relationship.   
The current study concluded that experienced employees showed more job satisfaction than less 
experienced employees. These outcomes are compatible with previous studies (e.g. Oshagbemi, 
1999; Sarker et al., 2003) that indicated tenure had a positive relationship with job satisfaction, and 
other studies (e.g. Hancer and George, 2003; Rad and Yarmohammadin, 2006) which indicated that 
tenure was related to job satisfaction. However, the findings of this study disagree with the findings of 
Oshagbemi (2003) who subsequently found that tenure had a negative relationship with job 
satisfaction. This study also indicated that shift leader employees had higher levels of job satisfaction 
than staff employees. These consequences are similar to the findings of previous studies (e.g. 
Oshagbemi, 1999; Oshagbemi, 2003; Rad and Yarmohammadin, 2006) which found that 
organisational position had a positive relationship with employees’ job satisfaction, and also support 
the view from the hospitality industry where Hancer and George (2003) concluded that organisational 
position had a relationship with job satisfaction in restaurants.  
While the results show overall satisfaction with work in Jordanian resort hotels, it was also possible to 
show results at the job facet level. The level of analysis indicates that employees were more satisfied 
with co-workers, fringe benefits, operating conditions, supervision, pay, and contingent rewards, but 
were less satisfied with promotion schemes, communication within organisation, and the nature of 
work. Previous studies provided inconsistent results about the contribution of job facets to job 
satisfaction and it is likely here that the work context has a predominant effect making comparison 
between industries difficult and inconclusive.  
In this study, managers showed different leadership style preferences based on their demographic 
profiles (age, gender, and education), tenure and organisational position. This study showed that 
males, older managers, degree holders, experienced managers, and middle managers had a higher 
preference toward democratic leadership styles than other styles. These findings are consistent with 
some previous findings such as those by Yousef (1998) who found that managers’ age, education, 
and experience had a relationship with their leadership style.  Oshagbemi and Gill (2004) indicated 
differences among leadership styles based on hierarchal level. On the other hand, this study also 
disagrees with previous work such as Yousef (1998) who showed that managers’ gender and tenure 
did not have a relationship with their leadership style. Rad and Yarmohammadin (2006) found no link 
with demographic profiles other than experience. The current study, therefore, concludes that all 
leadership styles exist in Jordanian resorts, but that the democratic style was the prevalent leadership 
style. These results are consistent with Nour (2004) who found that the democratic style predominated 
among Jordanian hotel managers, and other past studies (e.g. Yousef, 2000; Rad and 
Yarmohammadian, 2006) that found the participative style was the prevalent style among managers. 
The present study, however, is inconsistent with previous studies (e.g. Nebel and Stearns, 1977; Al-
Haijeh, 1984; Okumus and Hemmington, 1998; Jar-Allah, 2000) which indicated that the autocratic 
style prevailed among managers. 
Finding a methodologically sound way to explore a direct link between leadership style and job 
satisfaction is fraught with difficulty. In this study therefore data were collected from two different units 
of analysis. More specifically, leadership style was measured from a managerial view while job 
satisfaction was measured from the employees themselves. While it is not possible therefore to find a 
direct correlation, the anova analysis comparing the six hotels should have been revealing. Based on 
this analysis reported earlier, it was not possible to establish a signficant link between leadership style 
and job satisfaction, but it has not been able to refute this relationship either. These results are indeed 
consistent with previous studies (e.g. O’Reilly and Roberts, 1978; Hampton et al., 1986, Rad and 
Yarmohammadian, 2006) which indicated that leadership style was not related to employee job 
satisfaction, but are inconsistent with other studies (e.g. Bartolo and Furlonger, 2000; Yousef, 2000) 
which found that both leadership style and initiating structure, had positive relationships with 
employees’ job satisfaction, and also with Savery (1994) who found the democratic style had a 
positive relationship with employees’ job satisfaction, or Erkutlu and Chafra (2006) who found that the 
laissez-faire style had a negative relationship with job satisfaction. The simple answer here is that 
current research approaches are not able to find consistent results. 
This study does provide some insights for managers, who should realise the importance of the job 
facets used in this study, which can enhance their employees’ level of job satisfaction. Managers 
should consider the key hygiene factors, since they were the most important factors in enhancing job 
satisfaction among employees. Managers should consider ways to enhance job facets such as co-
workers, fringe benefits, operating conditions, supervision, pay, and contingent rewards. As well they 
should improve the other job facets that lead to the lowest levels of job satisfaction such as promotion, 
communication, and nature of work. Recognising where the lowest levels of job satisfaction lie – with 
groups of employees such as males, young people, non-degree holders, less experienced people, and 
staff employees – can also help to direct improvement. Managers, and particularly first line and less 
experienced managers, have to obtain more knowledge about leadership styles that can help them to 
develop their personal approach. 
Further research could analyse the impact of organisational and national culture on employees’ job 
satisfaction and leadership style, and the relationship between leadership behaviour and job 
satisfaction. Further studies could involve a longitudinal study to indicate the differences in leadership 
style over time. In addition, further research could conduct cross cultural research to explore the 
impact of national culture on the relationship between employees’ job satisfaction and leadership 
behaviours in order to replicate this study at different cultures and generalise the findings. Further 
research could use another leadership style instrument that would be able to distinguish more clearly 
between different leadership styles among managers. Finally, further research could use a qualitative 
approach in order to analyse all the issues related to both concepts leadership style and job 
satisfaction rather than to measure each of them. 
This study faced several limitations, for example, a shortage of relevant studies in the hospitality 
industry in general and in Jordan in particular. The questionnaires in this study were adapted from 
American researchers, and since the western culture is different to the Arab culture that may have 
restricted the ability of the questionnaires to provide meaningful data. These questionnaires still need 
further adaptation for use in different cultures. Physical access to Jordanian resort hotels was a main 
challenge for the researchers in distributing the questionnaires to participants due to the low level of 
cooperation which reduced the ability to obtain a representative sample and produce reliable and valid 
findings.  
CONCLUSIONS 
This study found a lack of relevant literature in the hospitality industry context and even less 
concerned with studies in Jordan. Almost all relevant studies were taken from Western countries. 
Following the review of the literature about leadership styles and employee job satisfaction, and the 
relation between the two, it was noticed that no studies had looked at the impact of managerial 
leadership style on line employee job satisfaction in Jordanian resort hotels. Based on the literature 
review, it was predicted that leadership styles would differ according to managers’ demographic 
profiles and similarly that employee job satisfaction would also be influenced by demographic profiles. 
The intention was to find a link between managerial leadership styles and employee job satisfaction. 
The results of the data analysis indicated that there were indeed significant differences in job 
satisfaction due to employees’ demographic characteristics, but that overall employees were 
moderately satisfied with their jobs and with the job facets investigated. The study found that there 
were also significant differences in leadership style due to managers’ demographic characteristics, 
and that the democratic leadership style was preferred among managers, in contrast to suggestions 
that hotel managers prefer to be autocratic. The outcomes showed that the relationship between 
leadership style and job satisfaction could not be proved, but that neither could the relationship be 
discounted. Recognising the difficulties of this area of research, further research still needs to be done.  
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